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Clearinghouse on Women's Studies 
An Education Project of The Feminist Press 
EDITORIAL 
It's been a year since our last editorial. We continue to receive en-
couragement about the Newsletter especially from people who like 
the mix of news about elementary, secondary, and higher education. 
But we wonder about the fact that we've had no negative criticism 
of our coverage or our features. And we're sorry, frankly, that 
we've been able to provoke no debate, and only a trickle of 
correspondence from our readers. In the interest of provoking such 
debate or correspondence, we offer several clusters of questions that 
need answering. We hope you'll try one or more of these. 
First, about courses. What should "introductory" courses consist 
of? Will content need to shift with the level of popular conscious-
ness, or is there a "hard core" of information, a developed "body 
of knowledge" that all introductory courses should contain? After 
introductory courses, what? What distinguishes "introductory" 
from "intermediate" from "advanced courses"? 
Second, about curriculum. Is there a practical theory for organizing 
a women's studies curriculum? What models are there for organizing 
a sequence of women's studies courses? Need all programs offer a 
pot-pourri or are there other means of curriculum-building? 
Third, about "majors" or "minors" in women's studies. Are they 
necessary or useful? Or are there alternatives? Where do majors 
lead? What is happening to graduates? 
Fourth, the issues of programs. Is the interdepartmental or "net-
work" model viable? Or is it too costly and too powerless? Are 
programs becoming "departments"? Are any programs dissolving? 
What are the major political and pedagogical issues that new and 
continuing programs face? How are directors being selected? 
While we've asked specific questions only about higher education, 
obviously there are even more questions to be asked about newer 
developments in secondary and elementary. Here, our needs are 
somewhat more primitive, for we don't yet have an ab!-Jndant pro-
liferation of women's studies courses or units , much less system-
wide programs. What we need here are information, reportage, and 
analysis from those of you teaching or administering new develop -
ments in women's studies. We also need information from those 
of you who are pressuring for system -wide nonsexist education or 
developing public school affirmative action programs. Let us hear 
from you. 
ANALYZING PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
FOR EQUALITY 
Vol. II. No. 2 
Spring 1974 
On his last day in office, New Jersey's Governor William T. Cahill 
signed into law A823, a bill prohibiting discrimination in the public 
schools of the State. The bill states simply: 
No pupil in a public school in this State shall be discriminated 
against in admission to, or in obtaining any advantages, privi-
leges or courses of study of the school by reason of race, color, 
creed, sex or national origin. 
The following day newspapers reported the enactment of this legis-
lation on their sports pages. There is good reason for this. While 
many aspects of sexism and sex discrimination are not recognized 
as such by educators and laypersons alike, discrimination in edu-
cational sports programs is so blatant it cannot be overlooked or 
rationalized. The increasing demands of girls and women for 
more equitable treatment in sports programs are seen by many as 
a threat to the boys' programs, and, therefore, are viewed with 
alarm by the male sports establishment. 
1Just how unequal boys' and girls' sports programs can be is demon-
strated by a study of the athletic program of the Westfield , New Jersey , 
schools undertaken by this writer for the Union County Chapter of 
the National Organization for Women. Westfield was chosen for 
survey because it typifies the pervasive neglect of extra-curricular 
sports programs for girls. 
Table 1 graphically illustrates the gross inequities in the girls' pro-
gram. 
(continued on page 81 
EVALUATING A WOMEN'S STUDIES COURSE 
Some fifty women attended the first Women's Studies Evaluation 
Conference in June 1973, at Wesleyan University. About half had 
previously taught women 's studies courses. Literature and the 
social sciences were heavily represented ; there were no hard scien-
tists. We came with questions about the value, even the possibility, 
of evaluating women's studies courses and programs. We wondered 
whether any measuring technique could isolate one class as the cause 
of change in a student. We questioned social science methodology, 
and we speculated about possible alternative methodologies. 
(continued on page 9) 
EVALUATING WOMEN'S STUDIES (continued) 
As we listed the goals of women's studies courses, we realized the 
overwhelming expectat ions for both student and teacher: beyond 
teaching new facts, we wanted courses to raise the self-acceptance 
and aspirations of our students, to encourage their active involve-
ment in women's issues, to evolve new research methods and new 
classroom techniques, to alter the very nature of our disciplines. 
Success in achieving such aims would be difficult to measure, but 
their very scope made evaluation especially important . Their reali-
zation demanded excellent courses, and the improvement of our 
classes was the best reason for evaluation. 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION (continued) 
While the elementary gym class is ostensibly coed, it is not un-
common for girls and boys to be treated differently. In some 
cases, girls and boys in the same class play at different activities. 
Girls (and presumably boys) who wish to engage in activity reserved 
for the other sex must make a special request to do so. Not infre-
quently, children must resort to parental intervention. Many students 
may, therefore, be discouraged from "crossing-over." It is hardly 
equal educational opportunity when one needs to be bold just to 
participate in an activity that should be equally available to all. 
In other cases, teams are divided by sex, girls against boys (what 
would be thought of a teacher who divided teams by race?), and 
girls are permitted extra "outs," boys bat "lefty," etc . Such prac-
tices inculcate and reinforce the girls' poor image of themselves as 
athletes and, worse, set up a situation where it is impossible for 
them to win. 
On the junior and senior high school levels physical education classes 
are too large for meaningful learning to take place. Some teachers 
themselves seem resigned to the impossibility of teaching under 
such conditions and frequently sit on the side-lines and do nothing 
more than watch the students play at a game. Fifty to sixty students 
in a class cannot be taught skills, and indeed, it is in the junior high 
that the unathletic students begin to hate gym as they fal I further 
and further behind their more athletic classmates. Gym can, and 
does, become a torment for some . Boys suffer more in this respect 
than girls because society promotes and the school reinforces the 
male "sports mystique": boys' sports tend to be intensely com-
petitive; and many male physical education teachers lack compas-
sion for the unathletic boy. 
Clearly, new priorities need to be set for school athletic programs. 
It should be noted that,in the year of the last Westfield school bud-
get defeat, the schools were deprived of, among other things, an 
elementary physical education teacher, an art teacher, a string 
teacher (music), an administrative intern, and a full-time nurse. 
Not one penny of the extra-curricular sports budget was touched. 
Because sex discrimination in school athletics is easier to identify 
than sexist curricula and teaching materials, sexist guidance prac -
tices, and the bias against women in educational administration, it 
might seem an easy place to start pressing for action, but powerful 
forces combine to thwart all but token change. Of course reform 
is possible - indeed inevitable - but the hardest battles in the struggle 
for equal educational opportunity may very well be fought in the 
area of athletics, an area where female excellence is so devastatingly 
threatening to the American male's cultural image. 
Jean L. Ambrose 
After outlining some difficulties of classical research design, Marcia 
Guttentag, Visiting Professor of Social Ethics at Harvard, presented 
an approach which might make course evaluation possible and useful. 
Her approach is, like all research strategies, an "information-destroy-
ing" process; it reduces goals and probabilities to numbers so that 
they may be compared. But this process seemed both flexible and 
practical. Traditional research design is based on assumptions which 
are difficult to fulfill in practice : large samples, random selection, 
appropriate control groups; classical statistics uses probabilities based 
on certain assumptions about norm ·al distributions (chance). The 
method proposed by Guttentag uses Bayesian statistics, in which the 
probabilities can be personal, based on prior projections of the ex-
tent to which a particular goal will be met. Thus, this "decision 
theoretic" model makes bias explicit. An open system, the "de-
cision theoretic" model, unlike classical methods, provides im-
mediate feedback throughout the evaluative process and allows 
for variety in individual and group goals. The expansion and evolu-
tion possible within the "decision theoretic" approach seemed es-
pecially adaptable to the dynamics of women's studies classes and 
programs. On the whole, our expectations were realized. 
The steps of this method are outlined here (see Appendix for an 
actual list of goals and a GRID) : 
1. Clarify the goals to be achieved (here, class goals). Simply doing 
this with a class helps a teacher direct her course toward students' 
interests and needs. 
2. Rank goals in order of their importance. This step (and #3) can 
be done in several ways. Class or program coordinators can collec-
tively decide the order, or they can keep individual lists. In our 
evaluation the students decided the goals and their relative impor-
tance. 
3. Assign importance weights to the goals. The list of goals is trans-
lated into numbers showing their comparative importance . Steps 
#3 and #2 help make class priorities explicit. 
4. Determine aspects of the program being evaluated (here, class 
methods). List these down one side of the GR ID and I ist the goals 
across the top . 
5. Estimate the likelihood that each method will achieve each goal 
on an arbitrarily-determined scale. These estimates are the prior 
probabilities that are plugged into the GRID. Multiply them by 
the importance number assigned to each goal to obtain "utilities"; 
the number quickly indicates how useful the evaluators expect each 
method to be in meeting the program goals. 
6. Decide how to measure fulfillment of the goals.(!) 
7. Measure them. The degree of success is translated into numbers 
the same way that the estimation of success was in Step 5. The ac-
tual contribution of each method to the realization of the goals is 
then compared to the prior estimates of success . 
8. This information shows which methods are effective enough and 
which should be changed or dropped, and provides more accurate 
estimates for planning future programs. 
Since students could actively participate in this process, it fit our 
wish for a student-centered, non-authoritarian classroom . The 
method might provide some measure of evaluation during the course 
so that planning and evaluation might become a synonymous pro-
cess. 
On the last day of the Wesleyan conference, Joan Borod decided to 
use the "decision theoretic" approach to evaluate her summer session 
course, "The Psychology of .Women and Sex Differences," which was 
to begin two days later. Three of us who had attended the confer -
ence called two meetings in Cleveland to explain the project and its 
implications to women who might be willing to share their time and 
expertise. Each meeting taught us something about the complex 
mechanics of collective action. 
(continued on page 10) 
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EVALUATING WOMEN'S STUDIES (continued) 
We held our first meeting with the Women's Studies Caucus, a group 
of campus-affiliated women who had prov ided the impetus for 
women's studies courses and sponsored other activities for women. 
As this group drew up its own list of goals for women's studies, it 
polarized on what we later called the doctor-potter schism: whether 
to encourage students to be part of a sexist system, get power, and 
change it; or to approve their dropping out to find their own peace. 
Compulsively we kept debating whether the one was a sign of high 
aspirations or slavish acquiescence to societal values; whether the 
other was a sign of inner -directedness or of self-doubt. As feminists, 
our main concern was empowering women, giving them the ability 
to choose. We learned that a collective decision would have to be 
broad enough to include a range of possibilities, especially when 
working with women of varied class and socio-economic status. 
A week later we met at the Women's Center to try to find women 
from various disciplines to help with the work and methods for 
measurement. This meeting raised conflict on both theoretical 
and emotional levels. The theoretical debate, again unresolved, was 
over methods of measurement: "scientific rigor versus sloppy sub -
jectivism." And there was the inevitable skepticism about the value 
and methods of evaluation itself. We learned again about the dif-
ficulty of structureless groups; we resolved to make our agendas 
more explicit in future meetings . 
But despite differing concerns, there had been general agreement 
about the aims for women's studies among the Wesleyan conference, 
the Women's Studies Caucus, our academic women's .group, and the 
class. As a group of four now, we brainstormed productively to 
find methods to measure the degree to which these goals would be 
reached. We finally decided to base the evaluation on three items : 
the students' journals over time, tapes of each class session , and in-
depth interviews to be taped at the end of the class. 
The class itself was an active part of the evaluation process. It was 
their self-defined goals around which our GRID and interviews were 
constructed. During the first week of class, students and the instruc-
tor stated their personal goals for the class and later, working collec-
tively, determined group goals . Ranging from vague to very specific, 
these goals were typed up from the tapes of class sessions and later 
refined, ranked, and weighted by the students themselves . As this 
involved clarifying and defending personal priorities, it took a lot 
of class discussion time. Although collective effort was part of the 
goals of the course, several students began to feel very strongly 
that evaluation interfered with its "real" business : studying the 
psychology of women. 
During this time a number of experts from outside the group pro-
vided moral support and advice. Marnie Wheeler, CWRU develop-
mental psychologist, helped refine methodology. Joanne Kaufman, 
head of a Cleveland research consult ing firm, and Betty Mawardi, a 
social psychologist who does student evaluation at the medical 
school, were also consulted. Gene Wise, a professor of American 
Studies, advised us on the use of the journal ; Bob Davis.a CWRU 
sociology professor, helped design interview questions and dis-
cussed at length the lack of social/psychological theory to predict 
change resulting from class awareness. Annie Huston was doing 
her own course evaluation at Central Connecticut State, and 
Donna Shavlik at the University of Delaware sent us model 
questionnaires. 
As the summer session came to a close, the evaluation group de-
cided on the proper order for the questions of the interview . We 
thought seriously about making the questions projective and open-
ended, but decided instead to keep them specific; we felt that 
feelings would naturally be expressed in a one-to-one interview, 
but we needed clarity in the questions and responses. 
Our use of the interview as a primary measurement technique was 
seen originally as a compromise by som e of us, as the best we could 
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do given limitations of time and our other commitments. Soon we 
began to view the interviews differently; we felt they would be a 
good tool, among other reasons, because they would be a positive 
experience for the students-an active contact, not just another 
questionnaire. After they were completed, we began to see the 
interviews themselves as interventions, more than a simple measure-
ment of change, and, in that sense, a continuation of the class. 
Moreover, the "tool" became also a positive experience for the 
researchers. Susan Dorsky writes: 
I was concerned about the possibility that the kinds of questions 
we were asking would lead to very personal responses. Students 
would be sharing deeply important feelings with us, and what 
would or should we be doing? This wasn't therapy or counseling. 
Was it politicizing? l think we came to feel that we should simply 
be supportive, in whatever way our different styles allowed, so 
that the students would feel good about the interviewing process. " 
Terrible to show yourself deeply and be received with neutral 
deadpan. We also came to feel that we might be getting some-
thing out of the interviews too, but it's hard to capture in words. 
To be allowed to enter a person's deep inner world is a gesture 
on the student's part both of great strength and great trust . The 
students' strengths-did they come partially from the course or 
from new feelings about themselves as women? Their trust-was 
it a tribute to us as persons, or more likely, to us as feminists? Or 
does it make sense to separate the two? Anyway, their responsive-
ness to the situation and the rapport that we were all eager to 
build were unexpected returns for our time and energy. We 
learned a lot about them, exchanged some ideas with them, felt 
their and our need and desire for solidarity expressed concretely 
in these hour -long meetings between "strangers ." It was as if a 
deep friendship had begun really fast - but of course it hadn't: 
it was just an interview, and then goodbye. But no one seemed 
to regret the contact . 
After finishing the interviews, we met to evaluate the effectiveness' 
of the questions . Later we put together an impressionistic report: 
a tape recording of the range of responses to the first interview ques-
tion, "Do you perceive yourself differently now than before the 
class started?" This tape is available and has been effective in stimu-
lating interest in women's stud ies. 
The evaluation is not yet complete; much of the information is still 
being processed. But we have tabulated the students' estimation of 
the effectiveness of certain classroom methods in achieving the goals 
of the course; those results are recorded in the Appendix. 
The inevitable question, of course, is, "Was it worth it?" With some 
reservations about the dangers of over-evaluation, the answer, on the 
whole, is yes. The process encouraged th e class to articulate and re-
fine its goals so that they were clear from the outset, though subject 
to change. And in teaching future courses of a similar nature, with 
a similar student population, we can apply what we have learned 
about the relative effectiveness of specific methods . For example, 
the results indicate that students' presentations were less helpful in 
achieving most goals than those by visiting lecturers. Such informa-
tion could be used in the future, but not blindly and automatically. 
Rather, future classes could establish goals of their own; and, through , 
discussions of the results of earlier semesters, might arrive at their 
own priorities and perhaps suggest revised teaching methods as well. 
Use of the "decision theoretic" model in class evaluations, then, 
necessitates a continuous dialogue between students and instructors, 
allowing each class to answer the crucial question, "Why are we 
here?" in its own way, and to assess realistically the success of the 
course on its own terms. The process could be applicable to the 
evaluation of programs as well. Its greatest strength is that it makes 
of the class or program a genuinely collective endeavor - and though 
planning and acting collectively takes a great deal of time and emo-
tional energy, it is finally a vital part of women's studies as of the 
women's movement as a whole. 
(continued on page 11 ) 
EVALUATING WOMEN'S STUDIES {continued) 
APPENDIX: RESULTS 
I. The Class's Rank Order of Goals {from most to least important): 
1. To explore and break down sex-role stereotypes 
2. To gain knowledge and understanding of oneself 
3. To discuss and explore changes in childrearing, education, psycho-
therapy, and vocational counseling. 
4. To obtain new information re: sex differences and psychology of 
women 
5. To relate class experience and discussion to the women's libera-
tion movement and vice versa 
6. To gain skills in critical evaluation of research 
7. To develop new classroom techniques compatible with feminist 
ideas about collectivity 
11. The Effectiveness of Each Classroom Method for Obtaining 
the Goals: 
The following data illustrate one use of the GRID for assessing 
method effectiveness. Each number on the GRID represents the 
rank order (from 1-most effective, to 6-least effective) of the group 
means. Group means were obtained by combining and averaging 
the individual judgments of each class participant on the last day 
of class. 
Please note: Since these data have yet to be analyzed for statistical 
significance, please be very cautious in any generalizations from our 
tentative results. We are merely presenting these findings to demon-
strate how numbers can be plugged into the GRID. Our findings will 
be further analyzed and interpreted and made available in a forth-
coming paper. 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
1. Give each method a score from 1 ( Not at all) to 10 ( Most) on how 
effective it was in attaining a given goal. You may use a number 
more than once for each goal. 
2. Overall, how much was each goal met on a scale from 1 {Not at 
all) to 10 (Completely)? Please indicate your responses in the 
top row. 
Methods 
Journals 
Reading Material 
Lectures by 
Instructor? Guests? 
Own Class 
Presentation 
Class Discussion 
personal experience 
Class Discussion 
course content 
Lectures by 
Students 
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Joan Borod, Susan Dorsky, 
Carol Hull, Ellen Keller 
Editors' Note: This article is excerpted from Female Studies VII. 
Going Strong: New Courses/New Programs, edited by Deborah 
Rosenfelt. Available for $4.00 plus 50¢ postage, from The Feminist 
Press. 
WOMEN'S STUDIES AT ALBANY {continued) 
studies was officially approved by the university in the spring of 
1973, the women involved viewed the act not only as a "legitimi-
zation" of the Women's Studies Program in the eyes of the univer-
sity, but also as the opening wedge in an effort to secure real 
university support and funding for the program, including funding 
to hire personnel. 
Despite budgeting difficulties, the Women's Studies Program con-
tinued to expand its offerings, maintaining its academic emphasis. 
Enrollments in eight courses offered during the fall 1972 semester 
totaled some 285. For the fall 1973 semester, combined enroll-
ments in nine women's studies courses, several multi-sectioned, 
totaled approximately 460. (The combined undergraduate and 
graduate student population at SU NY/Albany numbers some 
12,000.) During the spring 1974 semester three new courses will 
be offered: Ethnography of Women, Women and Education, and 
Spanish Women Writers of the 20th Century. Furthermore, faculty 
in such departments as anthropology, rhetoric and public communi-
cation, astronomy and space science, Germanic and Chinese, 
Hispanic and Italian, sociology, physical education, library science, 
English, history, economics, and business administration offer in-
dependent study in certain aspects of women's studies. 
In addition to the undergraduate courses, several graduate courses 
and seminars concerning women have been offered by different 
departments and schools. Library resources to support these 
courses are adequate, and with the cooperation of some individuals 
within the library, are being increased. 
The Women's Studies Program at SUNY/Albany developed and grew 
through volunteer labor, as is the case with women's studies pro-
grams at most other institutions. Early in 1972 the Coordinator of 
the Ad Hoc Committee on Women's Studies went directly to the 
President for funding, securing $500 for course development and 
for one outside speaker during the following academic year. So far, 
this has been the only funding directly assigned to the program. 
However, this year some monies have been made available through 
an office for interdisciplinary studies. Administrative officials 
coptinue to affirm the importance of interdisciplinary studies and 
to cite Women's Studies among such programs, but they have not 
agreed to a budget allocation on a continuing basis for Women's 
Studies . 
This year women involved in women's studies have realized that 
matters will remain as they are-a group of courses in different de-
partments plus such extras as lectures sponsored by a poorly fi-
nanced program-unless something is done. Committee members 
believe that the program needs more coherence and unity ahd a 
wider range of courses on different levels. Efforts are currently 
underway not only to create an introductory interdisciplinary 
women's studies course but to secure university funding for this 
course. The Women's Studies Committee has also requested a 
full time position of coordinator, but so far there has been no 
favorable administrative response. Money is a measure of a uni-
versity's commitment to a program, and we believe it necessary 
that SUNY/Albany increase its commitment to women's studies. 
While the university has cited scarcity of funds in this and other 
cases, it has managed to finance some new programs through 
various means. Interested women on campus are now studying 
appropriate measures and tactics, and at the same time, the com-
mittee is considering seeking outside funding for the program. 
The Women's Studies Program at SUNY/Albany has arrived at 
what might be seen as a crossroads. In two years we have done a 
great deal, but have gone about as far as we can with the usual 
volunteer labor force. Where we go from here is far from clear. 
June E. Hahner 
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